REMARKS 



Claims of Priority under 35 U.S.C. S120 

1. According to the Office, applicants are not entitled to the claim priority to US Patent No. 
7,084,121 with priority back to US Patent No. 6,713,452, for the following reasons. 

Applicant's <iMm fm the beiieltt of a pdor-file^J and so-|>eudmg appMcatEon !^o, 

i&^523 nm smim, ^vWch is a. con ofmsn?77 nm emmi (ntm us pat n«. 6713452), 

md«r 35 U.S,C, 120 ts acknowledged, 

How&v^n 10806523 does not dkebse imtmX me^d of treMimg pmphersl pski m'mg a 
mixture of conjugate comprising the Srst and second oligomers covaJeatly linked to hjs^^ and 
Lys** of salmon calcitoniii,,. Thus,, daims 1-3 are ssot ,^nted priodty' to ^^/04/O l filing dtstt of 
09/142364 whidt is pmmt ajpfjllcs^ion of i08O6523. "Thu% imimt Immtkm is e«dtted to iBe- 
Med dats mAfQ^ of 604S2130, which has full suppmt for claims 1-3, 

Applicants disagree because US Patent No. 7,084,121 does provide support for the presently claimed 

invention. 

The Office has numerously reminded applicants in the October 6, 2009 Office Action that Paget' s 
disease is a bone disorder associated with intense pain. Thus, when the text of US Patent No. 
7,084,121 (Column 1) discusses Paget' s disease and pain, such as below, the Office should recognize 
that the discussion of Paget' s disease and pain is included in the patent specification. 
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ui]ka<.AMi <.inpa w^iich iioruially alRxli* okkr people, ilic 
disO(isc an increased md imjgukr fonmtiafs of bfjnt; 
ast Ihc bona ccOs, which arc- responsible for Ois^olviniT the 

normasl bone. Unlike ncsrmaJ bone, the stiTictuice.^<!rregubr 
and cosj5<jqyeiitly weaker, wliicii msk^.'k'fmm to t«-aclufe 

III its msklosi kirn Un. ikM.jv h no av. [i 

severe cases the p. isi can he srks-^^v^ Iht iLli^n^LSN pu^^;rcf.- 
siyii s>r ch^ inay vius^-s, hotKs b^nv, ihc skull may 

iocrt^isc in N)/t aikl itiu .^pkkd cx^hiuio nus cun-c. As ihc 
htmes cniarijc they may enyfic prcshure on nciirbv kci\'cs 
whkh c^n resulf In mu-stls; \<-'cakie&Ji. In fhc c*$e of sc-v^jft? 
skull tsnbugmi^iil: this prassurK- can result iii ckaftssssis., db- 
curixd vision, di?7iiiess and tinnilus. 

Further in column 47 of US Patent No. 7,084,121, there is a discussion of methods of treatment of 
Paget's disease such as shown below: 

Methods of treadu^ a bcMie disorder m a subjeci in aeed 
of: mdd tre&rrnen^: by aifnMsleriog drecfe*^- amaiml Df 
socli pbsfmsceutical composiiiom are a.k<ji pffivlded> The 
boos; dfeofder is preferably eliafacterimi by exce^feivii osteo- 

IksEe dis«rd6f» iImI ma]^ I?* teated and/o-r prevented by 
metfexk of pi"e^iit inveationi mclude, but are not limited 
to, ost.eo|wros^i.s, Paget 's disease-, and hypercakemia. 



According to the Office, U.S. Patent No. 7,084,121, which is a continuation of US Patent No. 
6,713,452 (thus the exact same specification), describes the following: 
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Claims UA2 t>f 121' disclose a jmathod of tr^tis^g i>st«o|}or£Jsts Pagef s dfeeias^i (a b^m 
disorder a»soeto«d mth intense pmn 'm some stage toeoi^ see eoi. f , Ikes 47-59) compmkg 
adi>ii n!y\Tm5 Pt< >>'iats'<i caleitoflin whessein tlie ealcitauM peptide is coupled to at least one 
reG moiety «aco«ipassia§ two PEG moieties". Smce the calcttOEiim p&ptM^ contains two 
iRteraaf lysine resWaeiS Lys'^ or Lys^*, clatitts 12-13 a?* obvious variation of iusta«t ckim I . 

Claim 6 of i2l ' disclosigs that calcitonin is covaiently coupled to the polyelhyleae glycol 
moiety by a hydrolyxable bond^ & non-bydrolyzabie botsd or both; aind tkm^ claims 1. 1-12 
to^ha^ with cldm 6 are obvious variation of instant claim 2. 

Tlius the Office recognizes that US Patent No. 7,084,121 teaches the treatment of pain with a 
conjugate comprising two PEG moieties covalently coupled to the calcitonin. 

According to 35 U.S.C. §120, applicants may claim benefit to an earlier application if the invention is 
described to meet the requirements of 1 12, as shown below: 

35 U.S.C. 120 Benefit of earlier filing date in tlie United States. 

An application for patent for an invention disclosed in the manner provided by the first 
paragraph of section 112 of this title in an application previously filed in the United 
States, or as provided by section 363 of this title, which is filed by an inventor or 
inventors named in the previously filed application shall have the same effect, as to 
such invention, as though filed on the date of the prior application, if filed before the 
patenting or abandonment of or termination of proceedings on the first application or 
on an application similarly entitled to the benefit of the filing date of the first 
application and if it contains or is amended to contain a specific reference to the 
earlier filed application. 

It is well settled in the law that for a prior application to meet the "written description" requirement 
with respect to later-filed claims, the prior application need not describe the claimed subject matter in 
exactly the same terms as used in the claims; it must simply indicate to persons skilled in the art that as 
of the earlier date the applicant had invented what is now claimed. Vas-Cath Inc. v. Mahurkar, 19, 
USPQ 2d nil, (Fed. Cir. 1991); see In re Wertheim, 191 USPQ 90 (CCPA 1976) (" [L]ack of literal 
support ... is not enough ... to support a rejection under Section 112.") The test is whether the 
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disclosure of the application relied upon reasonably conveys to a person skilled in the art that the 
inventor had possession of the claimed subject matter at the time of the earlier filing date. Ralston 
Purina Co. v. Far-Mar-Co, Inc ., 221 USPQ 177 (Fed. Cir. 1985). Clearly, US Patent No. 7,084,121 
meets this criteria because of the Office has discussed all the present claim limitations that can be 
found in the specification of US Patent No. 7,084,121, as shown above. Further, it is well settled in 
the law that a later explicit description of an inherent property, such as treating pain, does not deprive 
the product or method of the benefit of the filing date of an earlier application. See Therma-Tru Corp 
V Peachtree Door Inc., 33 USPQ2d 1274 (Fed Cir 1994). Still further, the specification of US Patent 
No. 7,084,121 meets the enablement requirements because the specification describes synthesis and 
administration of the calcitonin conjugates of the present invention. Thus a skilled artisan can easily 
recreate the present invention without undue experimentation. 

Although the Office never mentioned the requirements of section 112, first paragraph relating to 
priority claims under 35 U.S,C. §120, applicants insist that the specification of US Patent No. 
7,084,121 meets such requirements. As such, applicants request reconsideration and a finding that all 
claims recited in the present application are entitled to the effective filing date of June 4, 2001. 

2. Applicants have amended the specification to include a claim of priority to co-pending U.S. 
Application No. 10/235,284 filed on September 5, 2002, and a priority date of September 7, 2001, with 
a title of "PHARMACEUTICAL COMPOSTITIONS OF CALCITONIN DRUG-OLIGOMER 
CONJUGATES AND METHODS OF TREATING DISEASES THEREWITH" now U.S. Patent No. 
6,770,625. Applicants are entitled to claim priority to this application because there is at least one 
common inventor and the specification provides ample support for the composition and methods of the 
presently claimed invention. Notably, the Office pointed to this full support by citing and expressly 
pointing out the claimed limitations of the presently claimed invention, as shown below: 
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Oaims 1-3 arc rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as jmttcipated by Soltero et at, (US 
6770625 B2). 

Ik patmt claim 62, Soltero et al, teacb a mesiiod of ireaiiiig a bane disorder such as "Paget's 
disease" 'ftl-ich !ias intiiti^e pam s> mpiom {see "fh^cmwrn of an" [2]) compi iwtii^ adrntn^tcrtng 
to J subject ic need a phaimjceirticai crurposit'on oompns^tig ' Xalcno nm (CI i-iiiU)>-olit<'tner 
coiijUfratt,"', whercm Ci !s -viiimon usicnoiib [pMmi ddira 38), diid wlicrem rhc ".iligamer" 
prefmbiy is "poiyethytcoe gtywi" (PEG> (see coi. 24, tmes 37, and 361 linked to Lys" atsd 
Lys'^ residwes of calcitonin (patent claim 38). Thus, Soltero ct a]- itjher«ntly tssch the methiJd of 
imtaut clsiin I, 

Soltero et a!, teach tiie structure: "SaUnojj calcitoniii-[CO-(CHs)r<OC2il40)7CH3|j" (ssee 
col. 31 , lines 3-8) whtmin "-(OCaEsO)?" is PEO moiety subixnta (see col. 25, iitses 7-1 6), "CO- 
(CHsK is a lipopbOic mdely that {jreterafciy is a fatty acid moiety (see coi. 25, litifis 37-40), 
aad wherein "2" in outside parenftescs "[ ]" indicates two residues of CT peptide, Le., Lj-s" £tiic! 
Ly.s", teet conjugated! to the PEG moieties. This meets the stjuctural Kniitation oi'fkt "conjugate" 
of claim ajjd thus, Soltero et al. teach the method of instant claim 3, 

Sohern et ai. teach ihat a (qijc) hydrolysabie bond ?>ctween drug peptide and the 
"oiigcMier" {see eol. 33, ttoes 47-50). la accordance with she claim 38 disclosure that PEG is 
coupled to the ''aiigoEncr" (i.e., calcitonin) via Lys' ^ snd Lys'^ residues of caicStoain, thus, otis of 
these two e4ysine amino groups is conjugated to Ifie PEG lljjrowgh said "hydi'olysable bond" 
while the oilier remains nott-hydmlysable. Tbh meets the stroctere of claim 2 •'conjugate'". 
Ilierefore, Soltero et al. inherently teach the mediod of instsait claim 2. 

As previously stated, the test to meet the 112 description requirement is that the disclosure of the 
previous apphcation relied upon reasonably conveys to a person skilled in the art that the inventor had 
possession of the claimed subject matter at the time of the earher filing date. Clearly, US Patent No. 
6,770,625 meets this criteria because of the Office has discussed all the present claim limitations that 
can be found in the specification of US Patent No. 6,770,625, as shown above. Further, it is well 
settled in the law that a later explicit description of an inherent property, such as treating pain, does not 
deprive the product or method of the benefit of the filing date of an earlier application. 
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Thus, the present apphcation is entitled to the effective filing date of September 5, 2002. Applicants 
have included herewith a petition under 37 CFR 1.78((a)(3) to the Commissioner for Patents, 
requesting the acceptance of an unintentionally delayed claim under 35 USC 120 (Appendix A). 
Further, applicants have included a statement that the entire delay between the 371 filing date of 
December 22, 2005 of the present application and the date of filing this petition of January 6, 2010 
was unintentional. As such, applicants respectfully request that all claims recited in the present 
application be given the effective filing date of September 5, 2002. 

Objection of Claims 

Applicants have amended claim 1 to remove the text "function" and replace with "group" according to 
the suggestion of the Office, thereby obviating this objection. 

Relection of Claims and Traversal Thereof 

hi the October 6, 2009 Office Action, 

Claims 1 and 3 were rejected under 35, U.S.C.§1 12, second paragraph; 

Claims 1-3 were rejected under 35 U.S.C.§102(e) as being anticipated by Soltero et al, (US Patent No. 
6,770,625, hereinafter Soltero; 

Claim Iwas rejected under 35 U.S.C103(a) as being obvious over Lee et al (US Patent No. 6,506,730, 
hereinafter Lee); 

Claim 1 was rejected under 35 U.S.C.§103(a) as being obvious over Russo (US Patent No. 5,976,788, 
hereinafter Russo) in view of Komarova et al. (Calcif. Tissue Int.73, 265-273 (published on line 
6/6/2003), hereinafter Komarova) and Lee; 

Claim 2 was rejected under 35 U.S.C.§103(a) as being obvious over Russo in view of Komarova and 
in view of Katre, et al (US Patent No. 4,917,888, hereinafter Katre '888) and Lee; 
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Claim 3 was rejected under 35 U.S.C.§103(a) as being obvious over Russo in view of Komarova and 
Katre, Crotts et al. (US 2003/0017203, hereinafter Crotts) and Lee; 

Claims 1-2 were rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double patenting as 
being unpatentable overclaims 6, 11 and 12 of US Patent No. 7,084,121; and 

Claims 1-3 were rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double patenting as 
being unpatentable over claims 38 and 62 of US Patent No. 6,770,625. 

Applicants traverse these rejections and insist that none of the cited references alone or in combination 
defeats the patentability of the presently claimed invention. 

Rejection under 35 U.S.C.S112, second paragraph 

Claims 1 and 3 were rejected under 35, U.S.C.§1 12, second paragraph as being indefinite for falHng to 
particularly point and out and distinctly claim the subject matter which apphcant regards as the 
invention. According to the Office, the term "salmon calcitonin" has been expanded to include 
salmon calcitonin precursor polypeptide or matured polypeptide thereof, and thus, to have the 
numbering correct for the Lys" and Lys'^ amino acid residues, the exact amino acid sequence must be 
included. 

Applicants disagree because there is a clear definition of "Calcitonin" in the specification as shown 

below: 

Notably, applicants have clearly defined the meaning of "calcitonin" in the application, and thus, when 
the apphcants state the meaning of a claim term, the claims are examined with that meaning. See In re 
Zletz, 13 USPQ2d, 1320 (Fed. Cir. 1989). 
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It should be noted that when rejecting a claim under section 112, second paragraph, it is incumbent on 
the Office to establish that one of ordinary skill in the art, when reading the claims in light of the 
specification, would not have been able to ascertain with a reasonable degree of precision and the area 
set out and circumscribed by the claims. Ex parte Wu, 10 USPQ2d 2031, (BPAI 1989). The Office 
has not met this burden because a skilled artisan would read the claims in light of the specification, 
wherein the term "calcitonin" is clearly defined and not expanded according to the speculation of the 
Office. 

Applicants request the withdrawal of this rejection under section 112, second paragraph. 
Rejection under 35 U.S.C.§102(e) 

Claims 1-3 were rejected under 35 U.S. C.§ 102(e) as being anticipated by Soltero with a filing date of 
September 5, 2002. Notably, applicants have filed herewith a petition under 37 CFR 1.78((a)(3) to the 
Commissioner for Patents, requesting the acceptance of an unintentionally delayed claim under 35 
use 120 (Appendix A). Thus, this reference is no longer competent prior art and the rejection should 
be withdrawn. 

Rejections under 35 U.S.C.S 103fa^ 

1. Claim 1 was rejected under 35 U.S.C103(a) as being obvious over Lee. Applicants insist that 
Lee does not disclose, teach or suggest the presently claimed invention. 

Applicants' invention, as set forth in claim 1, describes a method for orally administrating to the 
subject an effective amount of a substantially monodispersed mixture of conjugates, wherein the 
conjugate comprises a first oligomer and a second oligomer conjugated at the Lys" and Lys^^ amine 
functionality of calcitonin. 

According to the Office, Example 4 shows the production of a diconjugate wherein pegylation occurs 
at Lys'' and Lys'^ of calcitonin. Applicants submit that Example 4 does not teach a diconjugate with a 
PEG at both Lys^^ and Lys^^ functionality but instead Example 4 only teaches monconjugates. 
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Example 4 refers to placement of PEG moieties at different pHs and this is discussed in the Brief 
Description of the Figures and shown in Figure 2, as recreated below. 

UC 2 !*ow^ sbc pU cJWvl: on ttK pjrcJdui^tJtofi of mornc- 
PLt>-%VA when Phtu is coRt'igasecS wish -leraimsis ot 
cal«ilOi»tt, Lv*** Of Lvsi''^, wttcfe 

Hioaii-Pi.'.t.J-.Sit..' i < N-siJimiijat coniiEgateK 

FIG. 2 




r - « 7 • • 

PH 

It is evident as stated in Example 4 that as the pH increases to 8 or above more monoconjugated 
calcitonin at the Lys'' and Lys^^ amine functionalities is produced, albeit individually. There is 
nothing in this example that discusses, teaches or suggests a calcitonin conjugate with a PEG moiety at 
two lysine amine groups at the same time. Thus, this reference does not teach or suggest each of the 
recited limitations of the presently claimed invention. 

Further, the Lee reference only describes compositions for nasal administration. Thus, the Lee 
reference does not teach or suggest the presently claimed invention, but instead teaches away from 
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going in the direction of applicants' claimed invention. Specifically one skilled in the art reading Lee 
would quickly note that Lee is teaching away from any orally administered compounds. 

The Office has stated numerous times that because injection causes pain that there is a need to develop 
other routes which is exactly what Lee accomplished. However, one reading this Lee reference would 
quickly note that Lee discourages the use of oral route, and as such, would never consider going in the 
oral direction just because an injection is painful. Lee immediately discussed the negative side effects 
of oral administration and instead went in the direction of nasal delivery. For example, at the bottom 
of column 1, Lee discusses the disadvantages of oral compounds, as recreated below: 

In fact, the nasal mucosa is a direct absorption route through 
which drugs can circumvent the liver metabolism, vs^hich is 
a great hindrance to the utilization of drugs in the body upon 
oral administration. Thus, the nasal transmucosal route has i 
an advantage over the oral route in that the body utilization 
of drugs can be significantly improved. 

Further, Lee reiterates the negative side of oral administration at the bottom of column 3 and recreated 
below: 

As mentioned above, the nasal transmucosal delivery of 
peptides alone is significantly improved in absorption effi- 
ciency compared with the oral administration because the 
peptides are not subjected to liver metabolism, but poor in 
the bioavailabiUty of the peptides because they are degraded 
by endogenous enzymes. 

It is well settled in the law that if a cited reference teaches away from going in the direction of 
applicants' claimed invention then the Office has not established a prima facie case of obviousness. 
For example, Lee has expressly stated that orally administration of compositions is unacceptable 
because of the results that occur to the compound in the liver. According to the ruling in In re 
Gordon, 733 F.2d 900, 902 (Fed. Cir. 1984), if the proposed modification would render the prior art 
invention being modified unsatisfactory for its intended purpose, then there is no suggestion or 
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motivation to make the proposed modification. This concept is further addressed in the MPEP, 
wherein section § 2143.01 V - VI states that: 

"If proposed modification would render the prior art invention being modified 
unsatisfactory for its intended purpose, then there is no suggestion or motivation to 
make the proposed modification." 

Thus, even though the Office seems to be speculating that Lee does not discourage the use of oral 
route, the specification of Lee expressly states the direct opposite and does discourage a skilled artisan 
fi-om using an oral route. Thus, the Office has not established a prima facie case of obviousness and 
this rejection must be withdrawn. 

2. Claim 1 was rejected under 35 U.S.C.§ 103(a) as being obvious over Russo in view of 
Komarova and Lee. Applicants insist that this proposed combination does not in any way teach and/or 
suggest the presently claimed invention. 

Initially, it should be noted that the present in\ ention has an effective filing date of June 4, 2001 and 
the Komarova reference was not published until June 6, 2003. As such, this Komarova reference is 
not competent prior art and must be removed fi-om this rejection. 

The Office has already admitted that the Russo reference does not teach use of PEGylated CT for 
treating pain, wherein the PEGylation includes PEGylation at Lys^' and Lys'^ residues of CT. Further 
as stated, above, Lee does not teach or suggest PEGylation at Lys'' and Lys'^ residues of CT and 
clearly teaches away from oral administration. 

As the proposed combination does not teach or suggest each and every element of claim 1, applicants 
request the withdrawal of this rejection for obviousness. 

3. Claim 2 was rejected under 35 U.S.C.§103(a) as being obvious over Russo in view of 
Komarova and in view of Katre and Lee. Applicants insist that the proposed combination suffers from 
the same shortcomings as that of the obviousness rejection of claim 1. 
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As previously stated Komarova is not competent prior art and must be removed. Russo does not teach 
use of PEGylated CT for treating pain, wherein the PEGylation includes PEGylation at Lys'' and Lys'^ 
residues of CT. Further as stated, above, Lee does not teach or suggest PEGylation at Lys'' and Lys'^ 
residues of CT and clearly teaches away from oral administration. The addition of Katre does not 
overcome the shortcomings of the three references because even with all combined disclosures, the 
presently claimed invention is not disclosed, taught or suggested. As the proposed combination does 
not teach or suggest each and every element of claim 2, applicants request the withdrawal of this 
rejection for obviousness. 

4. Claim 3 was rejected under 35 U.S. C.§ 103(a) as being obvious over Russo in view of 
Komarova, Katre, Crotts and Lee. Applicants insist that the proposed combination suffers from the 
same shortcomings as that of the obviousness rejections of claims 1 and 2. 

As previously stated Komarova is not competent prior art and must be removed. The Office has 
already admitted that the Russo reference does not teach use of PEGylated CT for treating pain, 
wherein the PEGylation includes PEGylation at Lys" and Lys'^ residues of CT. Lee does not teach or 
suggest PEGylation at Lys" and Lys'^ residues of CT and clearly teaches away from oral 
administration. The addition of Katre or Crotts does not overcome the shortcomings of the Komarova, 
Russo and Lee references because the presently claimed invention is not disclosed, taught or 
suggested. As the proposed combination does not teach or suggest each and every element of claim 3, 
applicants request the withdrawal of this rejection for obviousness. 

In light of the above discussion and the fact that each and every recited limitation of applicants' 
claimed invention is not disclosed or suggested in the cited references, applicants submit that the 
Office has not met its burden of establishing a prima facie case of obviousness. Accordingly, 
applicants respectfully request that all the above rejections of the pending claims, based on 
obviousness, be withdrawn. 

Multiplicity of Cited References 

Applicants submit that if the Office had a soundly based position on the issue of obviousness, it would 
not be necessary to rely on so many references. In this regard, the comments of the Board in Ex Parte 
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Blanc, 13 USPQ2d 1383 (B.P.A.I. 1989) citing Ball & Roller Bearing Co. v. F.C. Sanford Mfg. Co., 

297 F. 163 (2d Cir. 1924) seem particularly pertinent. The Board stated that: 

"It seems necessary to apply to patent htigation from time to time the 
maxim that one cannot make omelettes of bad eggs— no matter how 
many are used. One good reference is better than 50 poor ones; and the 
50 do not make the one any better." 

Other Courts have agreed and have noted that the reliance on a large number of references is 

persuasive evidence of invention. See, e.g., Handy v. American Flyer Mfg. Co., 6 USPQ 294 

(S.D.N.Y. 1930) which stated that: 

"And the citation of many prior references, none showing a solution of 
the problem presented, is persuasive evidence of invention." 

Applicants contend that the use by the Office of a multiplicity of references in an effort to show 
obviousness is in itself persuasive of the futility of the prior attempts to solve a problem which in 
hindsight may be very simple but still not obvious. 

Obviousness-Tvpe Double Patenting 

1. Claims 1-2 were rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double 
patenting as being unpatentable over claims 6, 11 and 12 of US Patent No. 7,084,121. In response, a 
Terminal Disclaimer is being resubmitted (Appendix B) along with a Power of Attorney executed by 
the assignee of the present invention and a copy of assignment from applicants to the assignee 
(Appendix C) to overcome the obviousness-type double patenting rejection. 

2. Claims 1-3 were rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double 
patenting as being unpatentable over claims 38, 62 and 76-80 of US Patent No. 6,770,625, hereinafter 
Soltero '625. In response, a Terminal Disclaimer (Appendix D) is being resubmitted along with a 
Power of Attorney executed by the assignee of the present invention and a copy of assignment from 
applicants to the assignee to overcome the obviousness-type double patenting rejection. 

Fees Payable 

Applicants have included herewith a Terminal Disclaimer with a fee due of $140.00. Still further, 
applicants have included herewith a Petition for Delayed Priority Claim with a fee due of $1410.00. 
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All fees are being paid herewith by electronic transfer. If any additional fee is found due for entry of 
this amendment, the Commissioner is authorized to charge such fee to Deposit Account No. 13-4365 
of Moore & Van Allen. 

Conclusion 

Applicants have satisfied the requirements for patentability. All pending claims are free of the art and 
fully comply with the requirements of 35 U.S.C. §112. It therefore is requested that Examiner Liu, 
reconsider the patentability of all pending claims, in light of the distinguishing remarks herein and 
withdraw all rejections, thereby placing the application in condition for allowance. Notice of the same 
is earnestly soHcited. In the event that any issues remain. Examiner Liu is requested to contact the 
undersigned attorney at (919) 286-8089 to resolve same. 

Respectfully submitted, 

/mariannefuierer/ 

Marianne Fuierer 
Reg. No. 39,983 
Attorney for Applicants 

Moore & Van Allen, PLLC 
Telephone: (919) 286-8000 
Facsimile: (919) 286-8199 
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